intergroup agonism intergroup dominance payoff asymmetry resource-holding potential space use territoriality Intergroup contests determine access to resources and influence the evolution of group living in social species. Asymmetries in resource-holding potential and payoffs should influence the outcome and intensity of such contests. We evaluated predictors of contest outcome and intensity using data collected over 40 months from 6 groups of wild blue monkeys, Cercopithecus mitis. We found increased odds of winning when a group was larger and used the contest site more than its opponent, and when contests occurred closer to the group's home range centre while farther from the opponent's centre. However, a larger difference in group size (across five pairs of opposing groups) did not predict a greater proportion of contests won by the larger group. Some evidence suggested increased odds of a draw when group sizes were more similar. In addition, contests were longer and more aggressive when groups were more similar in size and when the contest site was similarly central in both groups' home ranges. Contests were also more aggressive when the opposing groups' use of the contest site was more similar. Overall, asymmetries in resource-holding potential (i.e. group size) and/or payoffs related to the contest's location influenced a group's competitive advantage, the likelihood of a draw and the intensity of intergroup contests. Although comparable data are limited, it seems clear that both types of asymmetries can play a role in determining the outcome and intensity of intergroup contests, and that the relative power of each may vary across species.
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In group-living animals, the outcomes of intergroup contests determine access to vital resources such as food, mates and refuge. Game theory models of animal contests predict that competitive outcomes may reflect asymmetries between contestants in resource-holding potential (RHP), or the payoffs gained by winning, or both (Baker, 1983; Enquist & Leimar, 1987; Hammerstein, 1981; Riechert, 1998) . In the context of intergroup contests, group size is a commonly used measure of RHP, and numerical superiority increases a group's chances of winning in various taxa (Benadi, Fichtel, & Kappeler, 2008; Cassidy, MacNulty, Stahler, Smith, & Mech, 2015; Crofoot, Gilby, Wikelski, & Kays, 2008; Harris, 2010; Kitchen, Cheney, & Seyfarth, 2004; Markham, Alberts, & Altmann, 2012; Mosser & Packer, 2009; Palmer, 2004; Radford & du Plessis, 2004; Scarry, 2013; Sillero-Zubiri & Macdonald, 1998) . However, larger groups do not always prevail because payoff asymmetries can overwhelm asymmetries in RHP (Crofoot et al., 2008; Hammerstein, 1981; Markham et al., 2012; Riechert, 1998; Scarry, 2013) .
Payoff asymmetries may relate to the relative frequency of use of a contest site by opposing groups if each group uses particular areas of its home range proportionally to how much it values those areas. Such a correlation could arise if certain areas contain critical resources or preferred habitat. In addition, unequal use may drive information asymmetries that influence how much each group values an area (Enquist & Leimar, 1987) . For example, repeated use of an area could provide knowledge that enhances foraging efficiency or predator avoidance (Crofoot et al., 2008; Tinbergen, 1957) . Location-based payoff asymmetries may affect competitive outcomes if groups are more motivated to persist or take risks when contests occur in areas that they value more than their opponent does (Enquist & Leimar, 1987) . Differential use of an area, perhaps over extended periods of varying length, may indicate a site's relative value to opposing groups. Yellow baboon, Papio cynocephalus, groups, for example, were more likely to win contests in areas that they used more heavily than an opponent group during the 9e12 month period before a contest, although not when frequency of use was calculated over a 3e6 month period only
